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life insurance policy at his own expense in accordance with parties’ settlement
agreement; reviewability of claim that trial court abused its discretion by estab-
lishing payment schedule on arrearage without first obtaining evidence regarding
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defendant’s financial circumstances; claim that trial court abused its discretion
in declining to award defendant attorney’s fees in connection with motion for
contempt; reviewability of inadequately briefed claims that trial court abused
its discretion in declining to award plaintiff attorney’s fees in connection with
her motion for contempt and challenging trial court’s interpretation of certain
provision of parties’ separation agreement.

Seale v. GeoQuest, Inc. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 587
Negligence; whether trial court’s finding that defendant did not breach duty of care

to plaintiff was clearly erroneous; credibility of witnesses.
Silano v. Cooney. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 235

Defamation per se; libel per se; slander per se; whether trial court properly rendered
judgment in favor of defendant business owner on plaintiff’s claims of slander
per se and libel per se; claim that trial court applied law incorrectly when it
concluded that harassment in second degree in violation of statute (§ 53a-183)
did not involve moral turpitude; whether trial court’s finding that business
owner’s statements to police were not defamatory because they were true was
clearly erroneous.

Simpson v. Lee (Memorandum Decision) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 901
State v. Bischoff . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 119

Possession of narcotics; possession of less than four ounces of cannabis-type sub-
stance; motion to correct illegal sentence; claim that 2015 amendment of statute
applicable to possession of narcotics (§ 21a-279 [a]) applied retroactively and
entitled defendant to resentencing on conviction of possession of narcotics;
whether this court is bound by precedent from our Supreme Court; whether trial
court should have rendered judgment denying rather than dismissing motion to
correct illegal sentence.

State v. Euclides L. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 151
Risk of injury to child; claim that trial court improperly failed to instruct jury that

it should acquit defendant if it concluded that his use of force in caring for his
daughter was accident; whether trial court’s charge to jury was legally correct
and adequately instructed jury on issue of accident; whether separate accident
charge was required; whether trial court’s general intent instruction adequately
addressed issue of accident.

State v. Grasso . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 186
Manslaughter in first degree with firearm; whether state failed to disprove beyond

reasonable doubt claim that defendant acted in self-defense when she shot victim;
whether evidence supported finding that defendant’s use of deadly physical force
was premature; unpreserved claim that defendant’s rights to due process and to
effective assistance of counsel were violated when trial court denied jury’s request
to rehear closing arguments of prosecutor and defense counsel; claim that defend-
ant waived claim when defense counsel failed to object to court’s proposed response
to request of jury and affirmatively stated that he did not object to it.

State v. Mukhtaar . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 144
Murder; motion to correct illegal sentence; whether court properly concluded that it

lacked jurisdiction to consider issues raised in motion to correct illegal sentence;
whether claims raised by defendant in motion to correct addressed pretrial pro-
ceedings and criminal trial and did not attack sentencing proceeding itself.

Sutera v. Natiello . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 631
Negligence; res ipsa loquitur; premises liability; whether general verdict rule pre-

cluded review of claim that trial court committed harmful error by giving jury
instruction on doctrine of res ipsa loquitur; claim that jury’s verdict was improp-
erly influenced by sympathy for plaintiff and that its finding of comparative
negligence was compromise verdict.

Taing v. CAMRAC, LLC . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23
Employment discrimination; pregnancy discrimination; whether trial court prop-

erly granted motion for summary judgment in favor of defendant; claim that
genuine issue of material fact existed as to whether defendant’s proffered reason
for terminating plaintiff’s employment was pretextual.

U.S. Bank, National Assn. v. Conrad (Memorandum Decision) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 908
U.S. Bank National Assn. v. Rago (Memorandum Decision) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 902
Vazzano v. Reveron (Memorandum Decision) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 902
Watson v. Zoning Board of Appeals. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 367

Zoning; application for permission to conduct customary home occupation from
home office within residence; claim that trial court erred in concluding that
plaintiff needed to prove home occupation was customary in addition to establish-
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ing compliance with specific standards set forth in town building zone regula-
tions; claim that trial court erred in concluding that zoning board of appeals
acted reasonably in denying plaintiff’s application simply because home occupa-
tion was part of larger business that took place off-site.

Williams v. State . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 172
Negligence; claim that trial court framed issue of case too narrowly and improperly

failed to consider all instances of negligence alleged in complaint; reviewability
of claim that trial court improperly failed to consider certain statutes, state
highway safety regulations, and standards in ruling on complaint.

Wilmington Trust Co. v. Bachelder (Memorandum Decision) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 904
Winthrop v. Winthrop . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 576

Dissolution of marriage; motion for contempt; whether trial court properly found
that defendant’s earned income in 2016 was amount reflected on his W-2 form
and, thus, that he owed additional alimony pursuant to parties’ separation
agreement; claim that defendant, as financial advisor who did not receive salary
or hourly wage from his employer but was compensated purely on commission
basis, was for all practical purposes self-employed and, thus, his earned income
should be his gross compensation minus his business related expenses, and not
figure shown on his W-2 form; claim that inclusion of defendant’s noncash
earnings in his earned income was improper; whether trial court incorrectly
calculated defendant’s additional alimony payments.

Yuille v. Parnoff . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 124
Conversion; statutory theft; alleged misappropriation of funds held in escrow pend-

ing resolution of parties’ dispute over attorney’s fees; claim that trial court abused
its discretion by ordering defendant to commence trial after allowing his attorney
to withdraw, without affording him time to obtain new counsel; claim that verdict
in favor of plaintiff on counts of conversion and statutory theft was irreconcilably
inconsistent with verdict in favor defendant on count alleging breach of fiduciary
duty; claim that trial court improperly declined to submit special defense of
waiver to jury.


